














































































































TAB B

NUCLEAR POLICY STUDY

Study Purpose

To develop and present to the President by August 30,
decision options for a comprehensive and consistent
nuclear policy, with special emphasis on the following
areas, and the linkages among them:

- U.S. policy on nuclear exports and safeguards
to reduce the potential for weapons proliferation.

- U.S. policy with respect to reprocessing of
spent fuel from commercial power plants to
recover plutonium and unused uranium, and
the commercial demonstration of technology.

- The adeguacy of U.S. plans for the safe
handling and storage of nuclear wastes,
particularly assurances that repositories
will be available for long-term storage of
long-lived and high-level wastes.

Nuclear Policy Objectives

It appears that the broad nuclear policy objectives on
which the study should focus are: .

1. Non proliferation--that is, spread of nuclear
weapons among' nations

2. Avoidance of diversion of material for terrorist
or related purposes.

3. Provision of adequate nuclear power, domestically,
but also elsewhere. :

4, Minimization of adverse environmental (public health)
effects

5. Reasonable U.S. export position
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Considerations in Developing Study Approach

I intend on Monday to develop our initial study plan.
doing so, the following considerations are shaping my
thoughts.

“ ‘Five full-time team members with access to
support from all interested agencies.

2. Pull communication with affected agencies
“ throughout the study to avoid surprises
L//// (but not necessarily disagreements)

3. #fention to views outside the Administration,

“both to account for responsible opinion, and
\//’ to assess and enhance acceptance of the
product.

4. Recognition that a major--if not the major--

In

problem for the study team is t e
critically and @Wnd
options already entified in many quarters.
The multitude of ideas in the nuclear policy
area is a major obstacle to decision making.
One of the team's primary tasks is to draw

the issues and optl er, assess them,

e

and structire—them—se—that—a comprehensive
coheren i

= In 1S g 3 uc
1icy memorandum to the Prea;deatwf§1§?——7
€xcellent start, as is-much of the other
erTal already provided me).

5. The need to surface two issues for serious
discussion, if not resolution, fairly early
in the study.

a. How rapidly should the U.S. develop a
reprocessing industry for domestic
Te%g?)mchVe posture
domestically (i.e., don't rush into it)
would appear to open up a set of

foreign policy options that an aggressive

domestic policy would assist in evaluati
the international options.




Is a major waste disposal initiative--
beyond our already vigorous policy--needed?
An early discussion of this issue (which,
as a result of the OMB work, is already
well along) would give us time at the end
of the study to concentrate on the right
options.

Partly as a result of my conversation with Chuck
Robinson, I believe that our evaluation of
international options would benefit if we can
"keep our eye on the plutonium." That is, the
effectiveness of our policy internationally can
best be assured if we understand what it
produces in terms of such factors as:

a. The amount, location, and physical nature
l (i.e., oxide or in fuel rods) of plutonium

worldwide.

b. Its ownership

e SR

c. The controls imposed on it.
e ——te——.

Somewhat to my surprise, I have yet to find that

anyone has tried thi alysis. I believe we
should tr?? qualitatively at IRast. I'm

looking for someone who can do it.
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THE WHITE HOUSE ACTION

WASHINGTON

July 26, 1976
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESEDENT
FROM: . JIM CANNONS

SUBJECT : LETTER TO CONGRESSMAN JOHN
ANDERSON ON NUCLEAR POLICY REVIEW

Enclosed for your consideration is a proposed letter to
Congressman John Anderson which would inform him of your
recent decision to have a concerted Administration review
of critical nuclear policy matters. '

Brent Scowcroft, Jim Lynn, Jim Connor and I believe that
information on the review and on Bob Fri's temporary, full-
time assignment to lead the review must be made public as
soon as possible. Word of the review is beginning to get
around and Bob Fri's absence from ERDA is the subject of
increasing speculation.

Also, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) will hold
hearings this Wednesday, during which the JCAE will try to
delay indefinitely an unacceptable Nuclear Export Reorgan-
ization Bill which is being pushed hard by the Senate
Governament Operations Committee (Ribicoff, Percy, Glenn).
Bob Fri is to appear for ERDA and he undoubtedly will be
questioned about his new temporary assignment. If he is
free to respond to questions about the review effort, the
JCAE will have a good basis for delaying the bill.

We believe that a letter to John Anderson -- which he would
release to the Press —-- is the best way of getting information
out in this case. Anderson is an appropriate addressee
because he has recently written to me of his concerns about
nuclear policy and he has also publicly criticized the
Administration for not being serious enough about nuclear

fuel reprocessing and proliferation problems.

A letter wouldwbé'preferable to a White House announcement
since it would get information out -- with credit to you
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for the initieative ~- while reducing the potential for
charges that you are merely (a) seeking publicity for

the review effort as a way of countering Jimmy Carter's
recent nuclear policy statement, or (b) trying to undermine
chances for the Ribicoff-Glenn-Percy bill. Also, releasing
the information via a letter rather than a formal announce-
ment might help in heading off excessive expectations about
the outcome of the study. :

Recommendation

That you sign the attached letter to John Anderson (Tab A).



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear John:

Recently, you have expressed your view that greater
attention is needed to a number of important nuclear
policy matters, including nuclear exports and fuel
reprocessing. You have also suggested the possibility
of using domestic reprocessing facilities to serve both
domestic and foreign needs and to further worldwide
efforts to control proliferation.

The matters you have identified are of continuing
importance to this Administration and we have taken a
number of steps to deal with them, all with the objective
of providing safe, clean, economic and properly safeguarded
nuclear power here and abroad. We are looking forward to
more progress. For example, the passage of the Nuclear
Fuel Assurance Act will be an important step toward the
expansion of capacity in the United States to produce
enriched uranium for nuclear power plants. This will help
us maintain the influence associated with the U.S. role

as a leading world supplier of nuclear fuel and equipment
for peaceful purposes and thus contribute substantially

to our non-proliferation objectives.

In addition, the departments and agencies have been
examining additional options within their areas of responsi-
bility that might contribute further to the achievement

of our nuclear policy objectives. For example, we have
been working with foreign nuclear suppliers and customers

to strengthen controls against the diversion of nuclear
materials. We are also proceeding with actions to resolve
remaining questions with respect to domestic reprocessing
and nuclear waste management.

Because nuclear policy issues are of such great importance,

I believe they should be treated comprehensively. Accordingly,
I have recently directed that a special concerted review be
undertaken of our various nuclear policy objectives and
options, particularly with respect to exports, reprocessing

and waste management. In view of your special interest, I



wanted you to know of this decision. The review will
involve both domestic and international aspects. All
Federal departments and agencies, as well as the policy
groups in the Executive Office, that have responsibilities
relating to nuclear policy will be involved in the review.

Mr. Robert W. Fri, who normally serves as Deputy Admin-
istrator of the Energy Research and Development Administration,
has agreed to accept the responsibility for full-time
leadership of the review effort. Mr. Fri's appointment to
this temporary duty reflects my intent that special attention
be given to this comprehensive review of nuclear policy

issues.

I expect that the review group will complete the principal
part of its work by early fall. If the group concludes
that additional actions are warranted, I will review those
recommendations carefully and, where appropriate, will
follow up with proposals to the Congress.

I look forward to working with you as the review progresses.
Sincerely,
The Honorable John B. Anderson

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 28, 1976

MEETING WITH BOB FRI AND HEADS OF AGENCIES
CONCERNED WITH NUCLEAR POLICY
Thursday, July 29, 1976

11:45 A.M. (20 minutes).
The Cabinet Roo

From: Jim Canne;f" {;z/,/'

I. PURPOSE

To formally advise the agency heads of your decision
to undertake a comprehensive review of nuclear policy,
to seek cooperation in the review, to introduce

Bob Fri as the review team leader and to make clear
the importance you ascribe to the review.

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLAN

A. Background

On July 19, you approved recommendations (memo
at TAB A) from Brent Scowcroft, Jim Lynn, and
Jim Cannon that a concerted effort be undertaken
to review nuclear policy options.

Since your decision, Bob Seamans has agreed

to make Bob Fri available on a full-time basis
to lead the review effort. Bob Fri moved to
the Executive Office Building and began work
on the review last Thursday. He will briefly
outline the study following your remarks.

Questions have been raised by one or two agency
heads as to why the review is not being conducted
by an existing policy group (e.g., NSC, Domestic
Council, or ERC). Agencies have been told that the
policy issues cut across domestic and national
security areas and involve issues other than
energy, and, therefore, the establishment of a
special, temporary review group is necessary.
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In a related development, the JCAE succeeded
yvesterday in delaying the Nuclear Export
Reorganization Bill that is being pushed by

.Ribicoff, Percy and Glenn. In so doing, however,

Senator Pastore asked Administration witnesses
({ERDA, State, et. al.) to work with the JCAE and
Senate Government Operations Committee tO come up
with an alternative bill.

Participants. See TAB B.

Press Plan. White House Photographer.

TALKING POINTS

° .

While we have made some good progress in the nuclear
area over the past two years, we are still faced
with several critical policy issues -- particularly
with respect to nuclear exports, proliferation,
reprocessing of nuclear fuel and management of
nuclear wastes. :

Because these policy issues are so interrelated
and involve the interests of all your agencies,
I decided that it was time for a high-~level,
comprehensive review.

Bob Fri has agreed to take on the important
assignment, for the next few weeks, of leading
the review. I am sure that the selection of
someone at Bob's level and special competence
will give you some idea of the importance that
I attach to this study.

I place the highest priority on this review, and
I ask that all of you cooperate fully with Bob
and his team in this spirit. He will be asking
both for input and staff assistance, and he plans
to work closely with you so that everyone's views
will be taken into account.

I would like all possible initiatives considered
within the context of the review. Not all the
initiatives considered will be adopted and some
may turn out to be inappropriate for a public
message.

I understand that Senator Pastore asked yesterday
for help from several of your agencies in drafting
a bill dealing with nuclear exports. I think it
is important that we work with his committee.

-
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However, Bob's effort should be the channel

for this cooperation, and I am asking him to
take on this responsibility in full coordination
with you. , -

I would like to have Bob outline for you his plan
for proceeding with the review.

(A copy of your July 27 letter to John Anderson,-
informing him of the review, is attached at TAB C.)



TAB B

AGENCIES

Secretary Rumsfeld

Secretary Richardson

Charles Robinson, Deputy Secretary of State

William Fisher (for Secretary Kleppe), Assistant
Secretary of Interior

James Liverman (for Administrator Seamans), Assistant

Administrator of ERDA

Russell Train, Administrator of EPA

Steven D. Jellinek (for Chairman Peterson), Staff
Director of CEQ '

Marcus Rowden, Chairman of NRC

John A. Hill (for Administrator Zarb), Deputy
Administrator of FEA

John Lehman (for Director Ikle), Deputy Director
of ACDA

REVIEW TEAM

Robert W. Fri - Director
Jack Flynn

Harold D. Bengelsdorf
Rodney Weiher

Dennis R. Spurgeon
Jerome Kahan

John Boright

WHITE HOUSE STAFF

Jim Connor

Jim Cannon

Jack Marsh

Brent Scowcroft

Jim Mitchell (for Jim Lynn)
Glenn Schleede

Dave Elliott





